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Abstract 
 
 
Since the mid-seventies, research in second language acquisition has studied 
teacher corrective practices under the name of “feedback.” Such research has 
been regarded as crucial to the language teaching profession, which is faced 
with the issue of how to react when students make errors in the foreign 
language classroom. By now, there is a wealth of studies that have described 
teacher feedback strategies (Chaudron, 1988) or investigated the effect of 
different feedback types on learner language development (Long, Inagaki & 
Ortega, 1998; Lyster and Ranta, 1997). Such studies have analyzed teacher 
feedback during classroom interaction, but only a few of these studies have 
examined the effect of timing on teacher corrective practices (Loewen, 2004). 
Timing was nevertheless identified as a fundamental factor in pioneering 
studies (Hendrickson, 1978). These studies established a distinction between 
two moments when teachers may choose to deal with correction: Teachers may 
1) correct learners immediately after the error or 2) they may decide to delay 
correction until after an activity is completed. The present paper intends to 
analyze the second option (delayed feedback) presenting a study designed on 
the following basis: The practices of three teachers who provided learners with 
feedback after the performance of a role-play were recorded and transcribed; 
The transcripts allowed the analysis of 50 sequences, each sequence dealing 
with the correction of previously emitted error(s). Results showed a contrast 
between two broad approaches to the management of feedback: The teacher 
may opt either to review errors without giving students the opportunity to 
respond to feedback or the teacher may push learners to self-correct and 
“uptake” the correct form (Lyster and Ranta, 1997). The paper discusses the 
potential value of each approach for language learning by referring to previous 
research in second language acquisition. 
 
 
Keywords: foreign language teaching, language classroom research, 
corrective feedback 
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Introduction 
 
 
Since the introduction of communicative language teaching in the 1980s, the study of 
teacher corrective practices or feedback has been viewed as important. Within this 
approach, teacher provision of corrective feedback to learners is an “analytic teaching 
strategy” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, p. 42), which, it is argued, may help learners pay 
attention to form when classroom activities are meaning-focused.  Most research on 
feedback has analyzed immediate feedback occuring during classroom interaction 
between teacher and learners, while only a few studies have examined delayed 
feedback or the correction of students after they have completed a communicative 
activity such as a role-play or a pair-work. However, “when should learners’ errors be 
corrected” was identified as an important question in early works on the issue of error 
correction such as Hendrickson’s study (1978) or Chaudron’s study (1988).  Many 
teaching recommendations also favor delayed feedback (Edge, 1989) arguing that 
learners should not be interrupted “in the middle of what they are saying” (Bartram & 
Walt, 1991, p. 41).  The following descriptive study examines teachers’ correction after 
learner completion of a role-play and attempts to evaluate the effectiveness of delayed 
feedback by referring to the notion of “uptake” developed in the field of second 
language acquisition (Loewen, 2004; Lyster and Ranta, 1997; Lyster and Mori, 2006). 
 
 
Research on feedback 
 
 
Research on immediate feedback can be divided into two types of studies: 1) 
experimental studies and 2) descriptive studies.  In experimental studies, researchers 
mainly examine the effect of one teacher’s corrective strategy or “recast” on language 
learning. Recast refers to the teacher’s reformulation of a learner’s erroneous utterance 
into the correct form while the focus of classroom interaction is on meaning.  For 
example, teacher and students may be engaged in discussing a topic when the teacher 
recasts a learner’s utterance.  Most studies, carried out in laboratory settings, are 
based on a task, which fosters interaction between researcher and study participants. 
Results of the studies differ depending on the context.  While results prove inconclusive 
in a study conducted at the University of Hawaii with Japanese and Spanish students 
(Long, Inagaki & Ortega, 1998), other studies, such as that carried out at the University 
of Melbourne with Japanese students (Iwashita, 2003), reveal a beneficial effect of 
recast on grammatical development.  Researchers explain cases when recast has no 
effect by referring to perception.  Learners may have difficulties perceiving teacher 
error correction (the teacher intention to provide feedback as well as the linguistic 
target of the correction) while learners and teacher are both engaged in a meaningful 
activity (Nicholas, Lightbown, Spada, 2001).  
 
As for descriptive studies, these aim at investigating teacher corrective practices as 
they occur in the language classroom.  In a seminal study based on data collected in 
immersion classes in Canada, Lyster and Ranta devised a model, the “error treatment 
sequence,” with the aim of analyzing sequences of discursive moves in which teachers 
provide learners with feedback during classroom exchanges (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, 
p. 44).  During such sequences, the teacher’s aim is “didactic” and the focus shifts from 
meaning to form before returning to the message.  Such sequences, which involve a 
“negotiation of form” between participants, are typical of the communicative language 
classroom. 
 
While Lyster and Ranta’s study shows the teachers’ preference for recasts in response 
to learners’ errors, it also reveals that the teachers rely on other feedback types such 
as “explicit correction” and “prompts” to correct learners.  As for recasts, explicit 
correction supplies the learner with a reformulation of a wrong utterance but the 
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teacher also “clearly indicates that what the student said was incorrect” (Lyster and 
Mori, 2006, p. 271).  In other words, while recasts are an implicit feedback type, the 
other type (explicit correction) explicitly draws the learner’s attention to an error. 
Prompts refer to a category that fundamentally diverges from recast and explicit 
correction.  When prompting, the teacher “withhold[s] the correct form” in order to give 
the learner the opportunity to self-correct and to repair the previously emitted error 
(Lyster and Mori, 2006, p. 271).  Prompts include two main subcategories: 1) elicitation: 
in which the teacher specifically asks the learner to reformulate the erroneous 
utterance with the help of a question such as how would you say that in French?  or in 
which the teacher starts the right utterance and allows the learner to complete it; and 2) 
clarification request in which the teacher requests a reformulation of the learner 
utterance through indicating that the utterance was not understood (Lyster and Mori, 
2006, p. 271; Spada & Fröhlich, 1995, p. 82). 
 
Those two main categories of feedback types (recast/explicit correction on one hand 
and prompts on the other) have a different effect on “uptake” (Lyster and Mori, 2006, p. 
272).  Lyster and Ranta introduce in the “error treatment sequence” the category of 
uptake borrowed from the theory of speech acts (Austin, 1962) with the view of 
analyzing the learner’s response to the teacher’s correction. The researchers define 
uptake as “a student utterance that immediately follows the teacher’s feedback and that 
constitutes a reaction in some way to the teacher’s intention to draw attention to some 
aspect of the student’s initial utterance” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, p. 49).  There are two 
different types of uptake. The student may either “repair” the error by emitting the 
correct form in reaction to teacher feedback, or the student’s utterance may still “need 
repair” (the student in this case is still emitting the same or another error).  
 
Lyster and Ranta (1997) as well as other researchers in second language acquisition 
(Ellis et al., 2001; Loewen, 2004; Lyster and Mori, 2006) hypothesize a beneficial role 
of uptake.  This is especially the case when uptake consists of “student generated 
repair” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, p. 57).  Self-repair involves a “greater level of 
processing” which might help learners to reanalyze their hypotheses about the target 
language, and draw their attention to “alternative forms” (Lyster & Mori, 2006, p. 273).  
Referring to the role of “output” theorized as crucial in second language acquisition, 
researchers also argue that self-repair is a type of “pushed output” (Swain, 1985).  
Giving learners the opportunity to produce such output during a meaning-based activity 
might contribute to the development of accuracy (Loewen, 2004, p. 157).  
 
Based upon those theoretical grounds, studies have investigated factors that may 
contribute to the production of uptake and repair.  Varying amounts of uptake were 
found depending on the teaching context of the study (Ellis & al. 2001).  Another factor 
affecting the amount of uptake and repair might include the feedback type.  For 
example, Lyster and Ranta’s study (1997) found that recast was less successful than 
prompts at eliciting “student-generated repair” in the Canadian immersion context.  
“Timing” is a factor that might also have an impact on the occurrence of uptake.  The 
impact of “timing” on uptake was investigated in a study carried out in the context of 
English as a Second Language lessons in a private school in Auckland, New Zealand 
(Loewen, 2004).  After the identification of “form-focused episodes” in the data, the 
episodes were coded for a number of characteristics among which the “timing” defined 
as “when the [learner’s] response occurs” (Loewen, 2004, p. 166).  Statistical analysis 
showed that the “immediate” treatment of errors was a “predictor” of uptake and that, 
conversely, the “deferred” treatment was less likely to result in uptake (Loewen, 2004, 
p. 179).  However, the results might be due to the management of feedback in the 
particular context of the study and did not necessarily “reflect differences in the 
processing of linguistic structures.”  In the Auckland context, the teacher made a list of 
problematic linguistic items when students were performing the communicative activity 
and then “reviewed” the errors after the completion of the activity without offering the 
students the opportunity to self-repair (Loewen, 2004, p. 181). 
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Purpose of the study 
 
 
The present descriptive study aims at analyzing teacher strategic management of 
“deferred” feedback or delayed feedback.  The main goal is to describe teacher 
strategic use of feedback occuring after the learners’ completion of a communicative 
activity in a specific context.  The study raises the following research questions: 
 
1) How do teachers of French as a foreign language in a University context manage 
error correction in the classroom when they provide learners with feedback after the 
completion of a communicative activity?  
2) What adjustments have to be introduced to Lyster and Ranta (1997)’s analytic 
model devised for the provision of immediate feedback in order to introduce the 
discursive moves which are characteristic of delayed feedback?  
 
 
Method 
 
Teaching context 
 
 
The study was undertaken with teachers involved in the teaching of an Introductory 
French course designed for students who start French in an Australian University. 
Approximately 180 students were enrolled in the course and divided into eight groups 
of about 25 students. The course aims at developing oral proficiency through the use of 
audiovisual materials and a set of tasks. The material used in the course consisted 
mainly of the textbook, Reflets 1, (1999) in which videotaped dialogues retrace the 
story of three young Parisians.  Activities in the course include listening tasks based on 
the dialogues, as well as pair-works and role-plays that aim at practicing and reusing 
the functional and linguistic content presented through the dialogues.  For assessment, 
students perform three role-plays at regular intervals during the semester. They are 
given a conversational topic that encourages them to role-play expressions 
encountered in the dialogues; they prepare the role-play in groups of two or three and 
perform it in front of their teacher for a mark.  After the completion of the role-play, the 
teachers spend 10 to 15 minutes with each group to correct some previously emitted 
errors with the aim of promoting accuracy.  
 
 
Participants 
 
 
Three teachers, T1, T2 and T3, participated in the study. They had varied formal 
educational backgrounds. None had qualifications in language teaching or applied 
linguistics. T1 has developed a research interest in language pedagogy through her 
involvement in the teaching of the French language in various American and Australian 
universities. T2 had graduated in linguistics from a French University, and T3 had 
completed a Bachelor of Arts in French with Honours. As for teaching experience, T1 
and T2 had taught French extensively, one (T1) mainly at University level, the other 
(T2) at primary, secondary and tertiary levels. In contrast, T3 had no experience with 
the classroom; it was the first time she was assigned the teaching of the course. All 
three teachers had a very high level of proficiency in French. Two were native speakers 
of French (T1 and T2) while the other (T3) had a near native command of the 
language. 
 
 
 
 5
Data collection and database 
 
 
The database for this study is derived from data collected for another study that aimed 
at training the teachers involved in the course. The focus of the training was the 
improvement of the delayed provision of feedback (Rolin-Ianziti, 2005). For the 
previous study, the teachers recorded a total of 30 hours of data. The present study is 
based on the analysis of a subset of the data (about two and a half hours long), in 
which teachers correct the performance of the first role-play assessment occuring at 
the beginning of the teaching semester.  When they corrected the first role-play, the 
teachers had no previous training on how to provide feedback; they were simply asked 
to correct learners after the performance of the role-play.  
 
The recorded data was transcribed and three transcripts were established, one for 
each teacher. Each transcript includes the correction of five groups of two or three 
students who have just finished performing the role-play. The study is thus based on a 
total of 15 corrective sessions in which three teachers provide 15 groups of students 
with delayed feedback. 
 
 
Data analysis 
 
Descriptive analysis 
 
 
The “error treatment sequence” devised by Lyster and Ranta (1997) and revised by 
Lyster and Mori (2006) to analyze immediate feedback occuring during classroom 
interaction was first used to code the data. Most categories of the model help describe 
the management of delayed feedback.  However some of the model’s coding 
categories had to be revised and other categories added to describe moves that 
emerged from the data and that were specific to the delayed negotiation of form.  
Figure 1 illustrates the various feedback moves of the revised model or delayed error 
treatment sequence. Once an error has been selected for correction, the sequence 
includes a series of options further described below.   
 
 
At the beginning of the sequence, an error previously emitted by a learner and 
registered by the teacher during the performance of the role-play is selected as the 
focus of attention by the teacher. Then the corrective process begins either through 
teacher initiating repair or through teacher reviewing the error.  In the first option, the 
teacher pushes the learner to self-correct; in the second option, the teacher reviews the 
error mainly through commenting. While the teacher uses specific feedback strategies 
such as replay request and prompts when initiating repair, other strategies such as 
recalling error, explicit correction and recast are used when the teacher opts to review 
the error. Whereas learner uptake follows all instances of teacher initiating repair, 
uptake does not occur after all instances of teacher reviewing.  If there is no uptake 
after reviewing, the sequence stops and merges into a second sequence in which 
another error is selected for correction.  If there is learner uptake, the error selected for 
repair is either repaired or still needs to be repaired. In case the error continues to need 
repair, the teacher then provides feedback using a range of strategies including explicit 
correction, recast and prompts. After the feedback, the error may either be repaired or 
continues to need repair. When the error is not repaired, the teacher may again provide 
feedback until repair occurs. After a repair, the teacher usually provides some “repair-
related reinforcement” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, p. 51) before starting to correct 
another error. Reinforcement usually consists of a teacher recast confirming the right 
answer or the teacher’s congratulation to the learner for having achieved repair.  
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The delayed error treatment sequence comprehends characteristics that do not belong 
to the sequence devised by Lyster and Ranta to describe immediate feedback (1997). 
First, the focus of the interaction is exclusively on form. Teacher and learners are 
engaged in an interaction in which the prime intention is to discuss not a topic but a 
linguistic item or structure targeted for repair. Consequently, the sequence does not 
end with “topic continuation” as for immediate feedback (Lyster and Ranta, 1997, p. 
44). Instead the sequence merges into the opening of another sequence dealing with 
the treatment of another error. Second, the teacher uses specific strategies at the 
beginning of the sequence in order to recall a previously uttered error, which will 
become the focus of the correction during the rest of the sequence. Thirdly, our data 
reveal that there are two broad approaches to error management in delayed feedback. 
The teacher may opt either to review errors or to initiate repair of errors emitted during 
the role-play. Samples coming from our data will illustrate those two approaches in the 
section on results. 
 
 
Quantitative analysis 
 
 
The coding of the transcripts with the revised model led to the identification of a total of 
50 sequences of delayed feedback (T1 = 14 sequences; T2 = 31 sequences; T3 = 5).  
As there are instances of more than one error corrected in the same sequence, a total 
of 75 errors were treated in all the 50 sequences.  
 
As the coding of the data revealed two approaches to the management of delayed 
feedback, a third research question was raised after coding:  
 
3) What are the frequency and the distribution of learner uptake following each 
approach and what are the frequency and distribution of learner repair following 
each approach? 
 
The comparison between the two approaches in terms of amount of uptake and repair 
aimed at evaluating the effectiveness of each approach in reference to theories 
positing the value of uptake. Descriptive statistics were used to calculate the frequency 
of uptake and repair after each approach and yielded the results reported below.  
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Figure 1: Delayed error treatment sequence (adapted from Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) 
error treatment sequence) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Delayed Treatment 
of Error 1 
Teacher Initiating 
Repair 
- replay request  
- error recall or quoting 
- prompts 
Needs Repair 
- same error 
- different error 
- partial error 
- acknowledgement
Learner Uptake
Repair 
- repetition 
- incorporation 
- self-repair 
- peer-repair 
Teacher Feedback 
- explicit correction 
- recasts 
- prompts 
 
Delayed Treatment of 
Error 2
Teacher 
Reinforcement 
Teacher Reviewing 
- error recall or quoting 
- explicit correction 
- recast 
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Results 
 
Results of the descriptive analysis: two approaches to delayed feedback  
 
 
This section illustrates the delayed error treatment sequence by providing samples 
from our data.  The discussion will focus first on teacher reviewing, then on teacher 
initiating repair.  
 
 
Teacher reviewing 
 
 
In the following extract, T2 reviews two errors after the completion of the role-play by 
three students, S1, S2 and S3. The first error emitted by S3 targets the pronunciation 
of French and the second error emitted by S2 deals with the syntax of the expression 
ça s’écrit comment (how do you spell it?): 
 
Example 1:  
T2: Bon. Alors can we look into a few a few things that you might like to pick up and try 
to work at ok? S3 generally what you need to do is articulate a bit more that’s all ok? 
Euh… sometimes your /d/s …like when you said elle étudie… it wasn’t a definite /d/. 
S3: Alright. 
T2: But I think that’s because you don’t articulate… euh… enough ok? In French we 
tend to open our mouth a bit more than in English and have the sounds more … more 
definite.  
S3: Alright. 
T2: ok? Euh but apart from that it was fine. Euh …ok.  S1 … no S2. Euh… comment ça 
s’écrit? ça s’écrit xx ça s’écrit… oh I think you forgot the ça in ça s’écrit …ça s’écrit. 
Euh …ok. 
 
Linguistic markers help divide the extract into two sequences. The first sequence starts 
with “Bon. Alors and ends with but apart from that it was fine. The second sequence 
begins with Euh …ok and the teacher addressing the student S2 (after having 
addressed S1 wrongly).  It ends with Euh…ok  before the teacher starts the correction 
of the second error. At the beginning of the first sequence, T2 makes a general 
diagnosis about S3’s articulation of the French language: “S3 generally what you need 
to do is articulate a bit more….”  Then, T2 quotes an error from S3’s previous 
utterance: “like when you said elle étudie” while at the same time recasting twice the 
error: “elle étudie and “a definite /d/.” After repeating the diagnosis (“I think that’s 
because you don’t articulate”), T2 provides the learner with an explicit correction 
through contrasting the French articulation to the English articulation: “in French we 
tend to…. more than in English….”  During the feedback process, S3 is not offered the 
opportunity to repair the error. The student’s acknowledgement of the correction twice 
(“alright”) may however be regarded as an uptake but still in need of repair as the right 
form has not been elicited. 
 
 
Teacher initiating repair 
 
 
In contrast, in the following extract, T1 gives the student the opportunity to self-correct 
by initiating repair through the use of other feedback types: 
 
Example 2:  
T1: Alors.. euh comment ..comment vous lui demandez son nom? Can you ask her for 
her name again? 
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S1: Vous vous appelle comment? 
T1: Oui oui alors … en Français .. you have the problem of .. conjugations. Ok… Vous 
dites JE M’A-PPELLE … mais .. VOUS- VOU-S A-PPELEZ. Trois syllabes hein JE-
M’A-PPELLE  mais quatre syllabes VOUS VOU-S A-PPELEZ – COMMENT. D’accord 
voilà. VOUS VOU-S A-PPELEZ COMMENT. Oui à vous? 
S1: VOUS-VOU-S A-PPELEZ-CO-MMENT. 
T1: Oui très bien. ((T1 probably giving her turn to S 2)) 
S2: Je m’appelle Su. 
T1: [D’accord. 
T1, S1, S2 ((laughing)). 
 
Gloss of example 2: 
T1: So.. um how ..how do you ask her for her name ? Can you ask her for her name 
again? ((codeswitch to English)) 
S1: How am your called? ((What is your name?)) 
T1: Yes, yes, but … in French .. you have the problem of .. conjugations ((codeswitch 
to English)). Ok… You say I AM CALLED … but .. YOU ARE CALLED. Three 
syllables, right, for I AM CALLED but four syllables HOW ARE YOU CALLED ((In 
French the difference in verb conjugation for the first person singular and the formal 
register for the second person is distinguished by an extra syllable: /apεl/ vs /apεle/)). 
Ok, that’s it. HOW ARE YOU CALLED. Yes ? Your turn.   
S1: HOW ARE YOU CALLED.  
T1: Yes very good. ((T1 probably giving her turn to S2)) 
S2: My name is Su.  
T1: [D’accord. 
T1, S1, S2 ((laughing)). 
 
In this case, T1 opens the sequence by using elicitation to recall a passage of the role-
play as well as asking S1 to reformulate a question. T1 uses two prompts, one in 
French (“comment vous lui demandez son nom?” How do you ask her for her name?) 
and one in English (“can you ask her for her name again?”) to elicit the replay of the 
question.  T1’s prompts are followed by S1’s replay of the question but still in need of 
repair. Once recalled, the error is treated by T1 via explanation or explicit correction 
("you have the problem of conjugation”) and then via a reformulation that provides the 
correct forms of the first and second persons for s’appeler in the present tense. After 
the reformulation, T1 uses another prompt to elicit the correct form from S1: “Oui à 
vous.” (your turn).  This time, the prompt leads to S1’s complete repair of her original 
utterance. Following the repair, T1 uses reinforcement to indicate that the correction is 
accurate by congratulating S1: “Oui très bien.” (very good).  
 
In this second type of managerial approach to delayed feedback, prompts are often 
used to recall an error as in the above example.  This is also the case in the following 
extract in which T1 uses both elicitation and clarification request to have S1 replay a 
passage from the role-play and correct a pronunciation error: 
 
Example 3: 
T1: Let’s see .. euh .. little things about euh .. pronunciation xx little things about 
pronunciation mannequin je suis – comment vous dites votre profession ? Quelle est 
votre profession? 
Su: Je suis médiquin. (wrong prononciation: /mεdk  / instead of  /mεds /) 
T1: Ah médecin ou mannequin?  
Su: Ma- médiquin. (/mεdk  /  - mispronunciation repeated) 
T1: Euh doctor 
Su: x 
T1: Ah d’accord. I thought you were a model mannequin non vous êtes 
Su: Médiquin (/mεdk  / - mispronunciation repeated) 
T1: Mé-médecin médecin 
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Su: Médecin. (/mεds / - correct prononciation) 
T1: Médecin. 
 
Gloss of example 3: 
T1: What is your profession? 
Su: I am a doctor (wrong pronunciation) 
T1: Ah, a doctor or a model ?   
Su: Do-doctor (mispronunciation repeated) 
T1: Um, doctor (codeswitch to English) 
Su: x 
T1: Oh okay. I thought you were a model model no you are a 
Su: Doctor (mispronunciation repeated) 
T1: Do-doctor doctor 
Su: Doctor. (correct prononciation) 
T1: Doctor. 
  
T1 first introduces the linguistic target of the feedback by announcing that the 
pronunciation of the word “mannequin” will be discussed (when in fact the students 
intend to say “médecin”). T1 genuinely did not understand the word “médecin” and 
uses one elicitation (“comment vous dites votre profession?”) and two clarification 
requests (“quelle est votre profession?” and “Ah médecin ou mannequin?”) to recall the 
original problematic sequence as well as elicit the correct form from S3.   
 
In some instances, the learner’s repair follows right after the first teacher move or 
attempt at recalling the error.  However, in other instances (as in example 3), the repair 
occurs at the end of a fairly long negotiation about form involving several moves during 
which the teacher uses a range of feedback types and the learner produces more than 
one instances of uptake in need of repair. In example 3, T1 has recourse to three 
prompts and one recast before S3’s repair.  The three prompts include the two 
clarification requests mentioned above and T1’s request to complete an utterance: “I 
thought you were a modelmannequin non vous êtes….”  The three prompts lead to 
three S3’s instances of uptake in need of repair.  Then T1’s double recast of the word 
“mé-médecin médecin” triggers S3‘s repair followed by T1 reinforcement. 
 
The description of the above examples shows that there is not one approach but two to 
the management of delayed feedback.  Whereas in the first approach the teacher 
reviews errors without offering the learner the opportunity to generate repair, in the 
second approach the teacher initiates repair and allows the learner to self-correct.  The 
section below will show which approach generates most uptake and repair.  From the 
above examples however we may already infer that teacher initiating repair will yield a 
greater amount of uptake and repair. 
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Results of the quantitative analysis 
 
 
Results of the analysis of frequency and distribution of uptake and repair following 
reviewing and the distribution of uptake and repair following initiation are given in tables 
1 and 2 below. 
 
Table 1. Number and percentage of uptake and repair following reviewing 
 
Teacher Total of 
Errors 
Reviewed 
 
 
 n = 75 
No 
Uptake 
 
 
 
 n =33 
Uptake  
 
 
 
 
  n =33 
Total of 
Errors 
Repaired  
 
 
 n = 33 
Total of 
Errors 
Needing 
Repair 
 
 n = 33 
T1 6 1 5 4 1 
T2 18 10 8 7 1 
T3 9 6 3 3 0 
Total 33 
(44%) 
17 
(51.52%) 
 
16 
(48.48%) 
14 
(42.42%) 
2 
(6.06%) 
 
 
Table 2. Number and percentage of uptake and repair following initiation 
 
Teacher Total of 
Errors 
Initiated 
 
 
 n = 75 
No 
Uptake 
 
 
 
 n = 42 
Uptake  
 
 
 
 
  n = 42 
Total of 
Errors 
Repaired 
 
 
 n = 42 
Total of 
Errors 
Needing 
Repair 
 
 n = 42 
T1 21 0 21 17 4 
T2 21 0 21 18 3 
T3 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total 42 
(56%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
42 
(100%) 
35 
(83.33%) 
7 
(16.67%) 
 
Out of a total of 75 errors selected for correction by all three teachers, slightly more 
than half (56%) were treated through initiation (see table 2, column 2) while slightly less 
than half (44%) were managed through reviewing (see table 1, column 2). As illustrated 
in table 2, all errors following teacher initiation resulted in learner uptake: there was no 
instance of no uptake following initiation. In contrast, the figures in table 1 indicate that 
uptake followed less than half (48.48%) of the errors reviewed by the teachers. In our 
context, therefore, initiation was followed by twice as many instances of uptake in 
comparison to instances of uptake ensuing reviewing. The calculation of the distribution 
for repair shows similar percentages. Initiation resulted in twice as many repairs 
(83.33% of repairs out of the 42 initiated errors) when compared to reviewing that was 
followed by 42.42% of repairs out of the 33 reviewed errors. The approach in which the 
teacher initiates repair offering learners the opportunity to self-correct through 
prompting doubled the number of repairs when compared to the reviewing approach.  
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Discussion and conclusion 
 
 
Results of the quantitative analysis confirm that the highest percentage of uptake 
instances (100%) as well as repairs (around 50%) follows teacher initiation of repair.  
Among the two approaches to delayed feedback, we may speculate that initiation is 
most likely to play a beneficial role in language development.  As initiation results in a 
higher amount of uptake and repair, theorized as beneficial to acquisition, that 
approach might be the more valuable of the two.  Through initiation, the learner is not 
only given the time to self-correct but also pushed to produce modified output.  
Moreover, other features of the initiation sequence, involving perception and attention 
to form, may help the acquisition process.  At the beginning of the sequence, teacher 
recall strategies might help learners perceive the linguistic target that the teacher 
intends to select for correction.  Then, the linguistic item becomes the topic of a 
“didactic” interaction in which teacher and learner are engaged in a “negotiation of 
form” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997).  Initiation resulting in self-generated repair might 
involve high levels of processing but it may also help learners perceive linguistic areas 
which the teacher highlights and which may be problematic at the learners’ stage of 
language development.  In contrast, the reviewing approach appears to be less 
valuable, the amount and the type of uptake and repair differing from initiation. The 
percentage of uptake is half that resulting from initiation. Uptake usually consists of an 
acknowledgement as in example 1 in which the learner reacts by saying alright alright 
to teacher feedback.  Uptake may also assume the form of a repetition of a teacher 
recast.  These two types of learner reaction (acknowledgment and repetition) might 
arguably involve a lesser level of processing than those involved in self-repair.  
 
The above claims to the value of the initiation approach are speculative.  However we 
believe that some tentative teaching implications may be drawn from our findings.  As 
stated above, pedagogic recommendations already favor delayed feedback for 
affective reasons.  The provision of feedback after the completion of a communicative 
activity avoids interrupting the students as they are speaking (Bartram, & Walt, 1991).  
Those recommendations could also be made on cognitive grounds if the use of 
initiation for the management of delayed feedback is advocated.  Delaying the 
provision of feedback offers teacher and learners the opportunity to engage in the 
negotiation of form after the completion of a meaning-based activity.  Such negotiation, 
allowing learners to reflect on form and to reformulate his or her erroneous utterances, 
may help develop accuracy within the communicative classroom.  
 
The introduction of such recommendations requires however some teacher training. 
The present study reveals that one of the three teachers (the novice teacher or T3) did 
not manage delayed feedback through the use of initiation but through reviewing only.  
This indicates that teachers may need some help to develop the ability to prompt 
learners’ self-repair.  Other areas where training may be needed include efficient ways 
to record errors prior to feedback while learners are performing the communicative 
activity, as well as a rationale for appropriately selecting errors to target for correction.  
 
Further research is however needed to describe more accurately experienced 
teachers’ approaches to the management of delayed feedback. The present study is a 
first step in this direction, while still having some limitations:  It relies on a small 
database and is restricted to the analysis of delayed feedback in one teaching context 
only.  Other studies undertaken in other contexts would have to confirm that teachers 
have the option of two approaches to the provision of delayed feedback.  The effect of 
teacher initiation on learner perception and language development also needs to be 
investigated further using appropriate research methods in order to confirm the 
hypothesis that teacher-learner negotiated repair in delayed feedback has a beneficial 
role on acquisition.   
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The transcription conventions used in the extracts from the data are the following: 
T identifies teacher 
S identifies student 
Su pseudonym to replace student’s name 
Erreur error made in French 
Erreur corrected error 
English utterance in the first language (English in our case) 
X unclear utterance 
- speaker self-interrupts 
(( )) researcher gloss 
/ / phonetic symbols to indicate pronunciation 
 
